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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This in response to an RCE amendment filed 06/27/2008. No claims have been 
added. No claims have been canceled. Claims 2-6, 8, 11-14, 16 and 24 have been 
amended. Claims 1-25 are still pending in this application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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3. Claims 1, 1 1-15 and 21-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable by Beck (US PAT # 6,108,71 1 ) in view of Holland (PG Pub. No.: 
2003/0101151). 

Regarding claims 1,11 and 21, Beck teaches a method of guiding a conversation 
taking place between a client (customer a and b as shown in Fig. 2) and an agent 
(agent a and b as shown in Fig. 2) through a communication system such as the 
network shown in Figs. 1-2), such method comprising: detecting an information content 
of the conversation (col. 4, lines 54-67); determining a goal of the client from the 
detected information content (this simply reads on the what does the client desire or the 
purpose of the call); and suggesting a subject matter to the agent to guide the 
conversation towards the goal of the client (see col. 12, lines 18-21). 

Beck does not specifically teach determining a conversationa l goal and 
suggesting a subject matter and responses based upon the detected information . .. etc. 

However, Holland, specifically teaches an intelligent software program that can 
produces solution to problems presented by a user [see 0094, 0146, 0249, 0719]. Thus, 
the claimed feature of "determining a conversational goal" may read on the recognizing 
the user problem and claimed feature of "suggesting a subject matter or responses 
based upon the detected information ... etc." may read on the provided solution. 
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Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the software that determines a conversational goal 
(such as a problem presented by the user) and the responses that are related to that 
goal (such as the solutions), as taught by Holland, into the beck system's in order to 
enhance the system's efficiency by providing an efficient and extended customer 
service to the callers. Having a software that suggests or generate responses based on 
customer's desire it will add speed and convenient to the agent when he/she is handling 
a call. 

Claims 2 and 12 limitations are obvious and well known in the art. This basically 
reads on finding client's preferences based on certain words spoken by the client. 

Claims 3 and 13 are obvious and well known in the art. 

Regarding claim15, Beck teaches recognizing a voice content of a conversation 
between the client and the agent (see col. 7, lines 48-65). 

Regarding claim 22, Beck teaches determining an identity of the client from the 
detected information content (see col. 1, lines 57-67). 

Regarding claim 23, Beck teaches retrieving contact information based upon the 
determined identity of the client (see col. 4, lines 65-67 and col. 2, lines 1-4). 
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4. Claims 4-10, 14, 16-20 and 24-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Beck et al. in view of Holland and further in view of Bohacek et al. 
(US PAT #6,411,687). 

Regarding claims 6 and 1 6, the combination of Beck in view of Holland does not 
specifically teach performing stress analysis on a voice of a client. 

However, Bohacek teaches a speech recognition device that detects high stress 
or annoyed callers (see abstract of the invention and col. 1 , lines 45-52). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the feature of analyzing and detecting the high 
stressed voice of a caller, as taught by Bohacek, into the combination of Beck in view of 
Holland in order to provide an enhanced and efficient services to the callers by 
maintaining happier and satisfied clients/callers. For "modifying suggested responses in 
response ...etc." see Bohacek col. 3, lines 60-67 through col. 4, lines 1-8 

Regarding claims 4 and 14 see Bohacek col. 1, lines 45-46 and lines 61-67 and 
col. 2, lines 2-53. 
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For claims 5 and 24 limitations see Bohacek col. 1, lines 61-67 and col. 3, lines 
60-67 through col. 4, lines 1-8 

Claims 7 and 25 limitations are obvious and well known in the art. 

Regarding claim17, Bohacek teaches measuring a voice pitch of the voice of the 
client (see col. 3, lines 55-59). 

Regarding claims 8 and 18, Bohacek teaches measuring a word rate of the voice 
of the client (this preformed by word analyzer 44, see col. 3, lines 7-54 and Fig. 4). 

Claims 9-10 and 19-20 recite displaying a text message on a terminal used by 
the agent. Beck teaches an agent work station that is equipped with a PC capable of 
handling different multimedia. Thus displaying the suggestion either by text or in the 
form of an audible message is obvious if not inherent in the Beck system. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments have been considered and have been found not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues (Pages 7-8 of the Remarks) "neither reference teaches the 
claimed determining a conversational goal or suggesting subject matter or responses..." 
The Examiner respectfully disagrees, because determining the conversational goal is 
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nothing but recognizing the user problem and claimed feature of "suggesting a subject 
matter or responses based upon the detected information ... etc." simply reads on 
providing solution. These limitations are already taught by Beck and Holland. 

Regarding Applicant's argument (Page 9 of the Remark) "monitoring the 
conversation between the agent and the client to detect changed goals and/or 
emotional". The Examiner respectfully disagrees for the following reasons: first. The 
monitoring limitation is inherent if not obvious in the Bohacek reference. Without 
monitoring the conversation between the caller and the agent certain behaviors, stress 
and mode changes will not be detected. 

The Examiner believes that all other arguments are already addressed in the 
above rejection. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Elazar (US PAT # 6,542,602) teaches a monitoring condition that detectes state 
of emotion threshold measured by emotion detecting means (see Fig. 20 and 
corresponding text). 
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7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Rasha S AL-Aubaidi whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-7481 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 8:30 am to 
5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ahmad Matar, can be reached on (571) 272-7488. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



/Rasha S AL-Aubaidi/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2614 



